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Qai^ Hic Sow^i/eic^ Qltu^uJt 


By Murray E Burr 

TEXT: Proverbs 22:28 — "Remove not the Ancient 
Landmark which thy fathers have set." 

Webster defines the word "SOVEREIGN" as, 
"Independent of and unlimited by any other." 
While the word "AUTONOMOUS" means, "Self- 
governing; without outside control. 

What is the case for the Sovereign, Autonomous 
local Church? If an Attorney at Law was called 
upon to defend in court the concept of the Sover¬ 
eign Church, what would be his chances of success? 
Just how good of a case would he have? Is the 
case for the Sovereign Church defendable? This 
author contends that the case for the Sovereign 
Church is irrefutable; That facts and evidence and 
reasons that can be documented beyond all ques¬ 
tion are so abundant and ever-whelming there are 
no grounds whatsoever for the justification or 
practice of any other form of local church govern¬ 
ment. 


"A PREVIEW OF THE CASE" 

To present the case logically where it will be 
clear and understandable to the reader, permit me 
to list in the beginning of this article some of the 
most outstanding reasons for contending for Sover¬ 
eign Local Churches. 

(1) The New Testament recognizes no other 
form of local Church Government save sovereign, 
autonomous local churches independent of outside 
c^trol or authority, functioning under the head- 
ship of their Bishop or Pastor. 

(2) Early Church history over-whelmingly proves 
that the local churches retained their sovereign, 
autonomous status until the late second and early 
third centuries, after which they passed into a great 
confederation. This great confederation in a very 
short time developed into the Roman Catholic 
Church. 

(3) The Twentieth Century Pentecostal Move¬ 
ment of which we are a part, was founded on the 
concept of the Sovereign Local Church. Coming 
out of the shackles of Ecclesiasticism into the liberty 
and freedom of the Holy Ghost Baptism, Charles 
Fox Parham and other early Pentecostal leaders 
strictly and almost violently opposed any outside in¬ 
terference into the affairs of the local church. 

(4) It can be proven beyond question that the 
Jesus Name or Oneness branch of the Pentecostal 
Movement recognized and sanctioned no other form 
or system except sovereign local churches in its 
beginning. 

(5) At the birth of the United Pentecostal 
Church, sovereign local churches was the estab¬ 


lished and recognized form of local church manage¬ 
ment. In the present United Pentecostal Church 
Manual affiliation or non-affiliation is optianol. 
IF THE MANUAL IS SCRUPULOUSLY AND 
HONESTLY FOLLOWED, local churches are per- 
to affiliate or dis-affiliate or remain un¬ 
affiliated as they see fit and still retain full fellow¬ 
ship with the general body without reproach or 
stigma or any fear of ridicule or intimidation. 

(6) Sovereign local churches alone can neutral¬ 
ize the dangers of Over-centralization. Sovereign 
local churches alone can check the trend in a 
Religious Organization toward Over-Centralization 
of Power and Government. 


(7) No Religious Organization need fear the rise 
of the Epi^opal or Heirachy System as long as the 
local churches remain sovereign. Local churches must 
lose their sovereign autonomous status before 
^pis®®P®cy can gain full control of a religious 
body. Early church history proves this. The Roman 
Catholic Church did not arise until all the focal 
churches merged into a great confederation. 

Sovereign local churches and a Monarchial Epi^ 
copacy cannot peacefully co-exist together. To 
sunrive one must of necessity destroy the o^er. 
Therefore it is easy to see that the closer a religious 
Movement drifts toward a Monarchial Episcopacy 
the less popular Sovereign churches will be. 


ecumenism or The doctrine of a ONE 
WORLD CHURCH" looms as an extremely grave 
danger over our Pentecostal horizon. Don't te|l me 
that it will never appeal to the Jesus Name Move¬ 
ment; already certain Trinitarian Pentecostal groups 
I sanction to this so-called "CHRISTIAN 

UNITY MOVEMENT." If a Religious Movement 
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adopts the doctrines and practices of Religious 
Heirarchy or Monarchiai Episcopacy, ydtich is 
nothing more nor less ttian ^ages of the Roman 
Catholic system of Church Government, why should 
they not in time adopt the doctrines of Ecumenism? 
Ladies and Gentlemen we had better wake up and 
get our heads out of the sand and open our eyes 
and see what we are drifting into. The magn^'c 
pull of religious Babylon today is irresistibly great. 
SOVEREIGN CHURCHES ALONE IS THE ONLY 
BULWARK AGAINST THE CLUTCHING TENTA¬ 
CLES OF ECUMENISM. In fact Ecumenism presents 
very little danger to the Sovereign local church. 

(9) Consider the toil and sweat and tears and 
labors and anxieties a faithful congregation of 
people under the head-ship of a sincere Pastor ex- 

C ends to build a beautiful church building and a 
ealthy spiritual membership. Such an investment in 
the work of the Lord is beyond the eloquence of 
human words to describe. For the life of me I can¬ 
not see where such a supreme investment should be 
subject to the deceitful whims of politics. I cannot 
see where a handful of wilful, power-hungry men 
should be able under any circumstances to take 
advantage of a splinter session of a convention and 
ram through legislation that will deprive a local 
congregation a thousand miles away of the full 
enjoyment and use of their hard-BegoHen property. 
Yet, unless a local church retains their full and 
complete sovereignty they are constantly subject 
to such dangers. 

(10) The trends of liberalism and worldliness 
present far less danger to the Sovereign Local 
Church. Let the local churches of a Movement lose 
their sovereignty and be bound tightly together in 
a highly centralized confederacy; Let that confed¬ 
eracy go liberal or worldly and there is no power 
under the sun that can save the local church from 
going liberal or worldly also, even though there 
would be individual laymen and ministers who de¬ 
sired to retain the old-fashioned standards of holi¬ 
ness and spirituality. 

Every religious Movement in history and the New 
Testament Church was no exception, has had to 
fight a constant battle against deterioration and 
decay; the seeking of a lowest common denominator 
of life and morals and spirituality. In the end every 
religious Movement in history and again the New 
Testament Church was no exception, l^t their fight 
against decay. 

To illustrate what we mean, take two glasses of 
water. Let one of them be boiling hot. Let the 
other be icy cold. Place them on a table side by 
side and in a few minutes they will both be the same 
temperature. Under no circumstance should it be 
possible for a single man of magnetic personality 
or for a group of men to pull down an entire 
religious movement. This writer is firmly convinced 
that if scriptural standards of doctrine and holiness 
and spirituality are retained in the ranb of the Jesus 


Name Pentecostal Movement, it will be throuah 
Sovereign. Autonomous local churches. I BPIipuc 
THAT THE FUTURE WILL FULLY VINDICatI 
THIS STATEMENT. 

(11) To the discerning eye there is a ar «*4 
"LEVELING TREND" sweeping the rank, of o2 
Jesus Name Movement. A standardizing of person¬ 
ality; A breaking down of individuality of both 
churches and ministry. A spiritual and social blend- 
ing or religious homogenization that is not good 
because it robs the church of its genius, its color 
its distinctiveness, its strength, its variety, sub^ 
substituting in its place a bleak drabness, a sterile 
mediocrity, a stereotyped sameness altogetW 
foreign to a vital, vigorous, spirit-led body unction- 
ized by the mightly impulses of the Holy Ghost. In 
fact the day could easily dawn when there would 
be no place found for the ministry of any preacher 
who does not submit to this spiritual homogeniza¬ 
tion. Individuality of both ministry as well as the 
local assemblies can be preserved only through 
sovereign local churches. 

(12) Just who are those men who would deprive 
the local churches of their God-given rights and 
privileges of sovereignty? In the light of the fact 
that there is no warrant for anything other than 
sovereign local churches in the New Testament, in 
early church history and in the traditions of the 
20th Century Pentecostal Movement, where can 
any precedent be found, other than the Roman 
Catholic Church, to deprive local churches of their 
sovereignty? What hard-working, right-thinking 
Pastor would not want his church to remain sover¬ 
eign, even though he desired to faithfully cooperate 
with every worthwhile program of a general nature? 
What fully informed assembly of laymembers would 
not want their church to remain sovereign and un¬ 
fettered even though they loved and desired the 
fellowship of all the people of God. To desire local 
church sovereignty is not an act of dis-loyalty to 
this movement. 


Several factors could prompt men in seeking to 
deprive local churches of their sovereignty. (I) — 
They are mis-guided - or at best sadly misinformed. 
(2)--They have not carefully and seriously weighed 
all the facts and evidence favoring local church 
sovereignty. (3)—In their blind hunger for power 
and Lordship some men are witling to override 
truth and right and completely close their eyes not 
only to God's will but to all the stark and terrible 
and vivid lessons of history. 

(13) The Organizational Super-structure of the 
Jesus Name Movement began as a democracy 
among an equal ministerial brotherhood. Every 
democratic system to avoid the perils of dictator¬ 
ship, must incorporate in its governmental set-up 
along-side a "BILL-OF-RIGHTS," certain necessary 
checb and balances. Sovereign Local Churches of¬ 
fer the most effective of all checks and balances to 
a Religious Organization. In fact it is the one basic 
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right above all others that will guarxJ a movement 
against just such excesses and perils. 

The Doctrine of the Sovereign Local Church 
is not Anti-Organizational as some would have you 
believe. It is the one basic and fundamental founda¬ 
tion on which wholesome, constructive, Christ- 
centered Organization can be established. IT A- 
LONE CAN KEEP COOPERATION FROM BE¬ 
COMING COERCION. 

(14) The Sovereign Local Church alone protects 
the great investment of life and labor and toil and 
tears and heart-ache and many times utter agony 
a God-called Pastor makes in a local church. Again, 
for the life of me, I cannot see where an investment 
of ten or twenty and sometimes even forty or fifty 
years of a Pastor's life should be subject to the 
deceitful whims of Religious Politics. Pastor's have 
enough fears and anxieties without having to guard 
their flanks against outside invasion. 

"CASE EXHIBITS" 


One of the most easily documented facts in 
church history is that all the early New Testament 
Assemblies were sovereign, autonomous bodies 
functioning independently of outside control or 
authority. In doing historical research for ^his work 
the author was amazed at the abundance and clear¬ 
ness of the reference material available, document¬ 
ing beyond all question the fact of local church 
sovereignty. I say this without any fear whatsoever 
of being refuted. "IF HISTORY TEACHES NOTH¬ 
ING ELSE, IT DEFINITELY AND UNEQUIVOC¬ 
ALLY TEACHES THAT EACH APOSTOLIC AND 
EARLY POST-APOSTOLIC ASSEMBLY WAS A 
SOVEREIGN SELF-GOVERNING UNIT. AND 
THAT THEY RETAINED THIS SOVEREIGNTY FOR 
ALMOST A HUNDRED YEARS AFTER THE 
DEATH OF THE LAST APOSTLE WHICH WAS 
JOHN." John died somewhere between the years 
85 and 125 A.D. The churches did not lay down 
their local sovereignty and fully merge into a great 
confederation until the 3rd Century, really at the 
Council of Nicea in 325 A.D. 


Apart from assorted church histories, I have used 
in this investigation mainly those standard 
ences generally accepted as authentic, historicallv 
correct and unbaised by the current religious world. 
I did this with a purpose in mind. These^ references 
are easily accessable and may be found in most any 
city library. Therefore I can invite and do invite 
the reader to check behind me and see for himself 
that what I have written is both historically as well 
as scripturally correct. 


The three generally accepted classics of Religious 
References would no doubt Internal 

Standard Bible Encyclopedia ; The New Schaff- 
Herzog Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge ; And 
the "Encyclopedia of Religion and Ethics edited 


by James Hastings. All city libraries whose relig¬ 
ious reference shelves I have checked contained at 
least one of these sets and sometimes they con¬ 
tained all three. 

Space will not permit us to list all the reference 
^^^®^*al available. With the reader's permission we 
shdl quote only a small portion, taken from as many 
different references as possible in our .ejJiibits on 
church history. 

EXHIBIT A. A REPUTABLE CHURCH HISTORY. 

Under the heading of Exhibit A. we shall quote 
from a Church History entitled. "A MANUAL OF 
CHURCH HISTORY" — By Albert H. Newman 
DD. L. L D. Vol I. Pg. 130-131 (Quote) — 

The Apostolic Churches were independent, yet 
interdependent. Churches exercised over each other 
such moral influence as their character for spiritual 
and practical wisdom warranted, and it was free to 
any church to give or withhold fellowship with other 
churches or their members according as they ap¬ 
proved themselves worthy of fellowship or tne 
reverse." 

The church at Jerusalem as the mother church 
and as the church-home for a number of years of 
most of the original apostles, naturally exerted for 
a time an influence beyond that of other churches. 

There is no reason to think that after the death of 
James the just, the Jerusalem Church enjoyed any 
special consideration. Apart from this instance 
there is no semblance of a difference of rank among 
the Apostolic churches." [Unquote) — 

SUMMARY: 

(1) The Sovereignty of the local chbrch is fully 
recognized. 

(2) These autonomous assemblies possessed the 
rught to withhold fellowship from other churches 
or other members or to extend fellowship as they 
saw fit. 

(3) Though the Jerusalem Church exerted great 
enfluence for a time, there is no reason to bdieve 
there was even a semblence of a difference of rank 
among the Apostolic Churches. Of a certainty the 
Jerusalem Church was not officially designated the 
Headquarters Church. 

EXHIBIT B. THREE PROMINENT HISTORIANS 
AND THEOLOGIANS: 

In Vol. I. Pg. 131 "A MANUAL OF CHURCH 
HISTORY" quotes three prominent historians and 
theologians on the subject of Church Sovereignty. 

(I) HARNAK . . . the great German Lutheran 
Theologian speaks of, "The >idependence and 
sovereignty of the local churches (Gemeinden) as, 
in the opinion of christians of the later Apostolic 
and the early Post-Apostolic times, resting upon 
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the fact that they (the churches) had the spirit in 
their midst. If Apostolic Authority was recognized 
it was because the Apostles were regarded as 
divinely inspired.** (Unquote). 

(2) HATCH . . . The English Theologian re¬ 
marks, "The theory upon which the public worship 
of the primitive churches proceeded was that each 
community (assembly) was complete in itself. He 
explains how (from the third century onward) the 
Christian churches passed from their original state 
of independence into a great confederation." (Un¬ 
quote). 

(3) CUNNINGHAM . . . The Scottish Theologian 
remarks, "The first form of the church was con¬ 
gregational, for every member took a part in its 
management, and every congregation was inde¬ 
pendent of every other and was a complete church 
in itself." (Unquote). 

SUMMARY: 

(1) The sovereignty of the local church is con¬ 
firmed by all three. 

(2) As long as the spirit of God was in the midst 
of the early churches they retained their sover¬ 
eignty. 

(3) Any authority the Apostles exercised over 
the local churches was recognized only because 
the Apostles were inspired. 

(4) Each church was complete in itself. 

(5) From the third century onward, the churches 
passed from their original state of independence 
into a great confederation. 

EXHIBIT C. "QUOTATIONS FROM THE IN¬ 
TERNATIONAL STANDARD BIBLE ENCYCLO¬ 
PEDIA" 

(I) — Vol. I, Page 655 (Quote). 

"The investigation up to this point places us in 
Position to see that there is in the New Testament 
no warrant for ecclesiastical grades in the ministry 
of the churches, by which there may be created an 
ascending series of rulers who shall govern the 
churches merged into one vast ecclesiastical organ¬ 
ization called "THE CHURCH." So also we are in 
position to see that there is no warrent for an 
ascending series of courts which may review any 
case that originates in a local church. We may see 
on the contrary that to each local church has been 
committed by Christ the management of its own 
affairs. And that he had endowed every such 
church with ecclesiastical competency (efficiency or 
authority) to perfom every function that any ec¬ 
clesiastical body has a right to perform.** 

**As the churches are not to be dominated by any 
external ecclesiastical authority, so they are not to 
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be interfered with in their church life bv civil 
government.** (Unquote). 

(2) — Vol. I, Page 655 (Quote), 

*'While every local church, according to the 
New Testament is independent of every other in 
fhe sense that no other has jurisdiction over it, yet 
cooperative relations were entered into by New 
Testament Churches.** (Unquote). 

(3) Vol. III. Page 2059 (Quote). 

*'ln the early centuries those local churches thus 
organized, while they never lacked the sense that 
they all belonged to one body, were independent 
self-governing communities preserving relations to 
each other, not by any political organization em¬ 
bracing them all, but by fraternal fellowship.*' (Un¬ 
quote). 

SUMMARY: 

(1) — Again the sovereignty of the local church 
is fully recognized. 

(2) — There is no warrant (sanction or author¬ 
ity) for ecclesiastical grades in the ministry, or an 
ascending series of rulers to govern the churches 
merged into one vast ecclesiastical organization 
called the church. 

(3) There is no sanction or authority for an 
ascending series of courts to try any case or review 
any case originating in a local church. 

(4) Each local church has been committed by 
Christ the management of its own local affairs. 

(5) That each local church has the competency 
or authority to perform every function that any 
other eccleciastical body has a right to perform. 

(6) That local churches were not to be dominated 
by any external ecclesiastical authority. 

(7) Cooperative relations could be entered into 
by various local churches. 

(8) Local assemblies preserved relations with 
each other, not by any political organization em¬ 
bracing them all, but by fraternal fellowship. 
EXHIBIT D. "QUOTATIONS FROM THE NEW 
SCHAFF-HERZOG ENCYCLOPEDIA OF RELIG¬ 
IOUS KNOWLEDGE." 

(I) — Vol. 3, Pg. 79. (Quote). 

*'The association of the various local communities 
(assemblies) into one church was not expressed by 
any formal constitution, but by the free commun¬ 
ion of fraternal love. At the close of the Apostolic 
period, the Epistle of John, while insisting strongly 
on the necessity of this loving union, laid down no 
rules governing unity and said nothing of ecclesiast¬ 
ical forms.** (Unquote). 

SUMMARY: 

(I) Here again the sovereignty of the local 
church is fully recognized. 
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(2) The early churches were not bound together 
by any formal constitution but by the free com¬ 
munion of fraternal love. 

(3) At the close of the Apostolic period noth¬ 
ing nad been said of any rules governing external 
unity. 

(4) The Apostle John, the last living Apostle, 
said nothing of rules governing external unily. nor 
did he say anything regarding ecclesiastical forms 
or machinery. 

(5) John recognized and insisted only on the 
loving union, expressed by the free communion of 
fraternal love. Fraternal love means "Brotherly 
Love." 

EXHIBIT E. "QUOTATIONS FROM THE ENCY. 
CLOPEDIA OF RELIGION AND ETHICS." 

(1) — Vol. 3, Page 62. (Quote). 

"Just as little was there any official subordination 
of one community (assembly) to another; In many 
cases the local community could have been nothing 
but the meeting of two or three in private houses. 

The Christians at Ephesus definitely withdrew 
from the synagague to the school of Tyrannus (Acts 
19:9) but probably even there the church did not 
long continue to exist as one congregation In one 
place. From Corinth Paul sends the -greetings of all 
the churches of Christ (Rom. 16:16 showing that in 
Corinth there were a number^ of local assemblies) 
and they were sufficiently different in type to wish 
to call themselves by different names (I Cor. 1:13). 
This .freedom of assembly we find Ignatious still 
combating in the beginnmg the 2nd century." (Un¬ 
quote). 

(2) — Vol. 3, Page 62[..(Quote). 

"Fellowship by writing and traveling, mutual help, 
consultation, with regard for each other's opinion 
characterized assemblies. Yet the only relations 
between two churches which we have any means of 
tracing — that between Jerusalem and Antioch — 
shows how little it was official. The church at 
Antioch was anxious to carry the church at Jeru¬ 
salem with it and was overjoyed at the sympathy 
received from the mother church, but it is equally 
evident that the younger society had no intention 
of being over-ruled by the older (Gal 2:8). More¬ 
over the very fact that Paul continued to seek an 
understanding with the church at Jerusalem show 
that he did not regard it as claiming the right of a 
Metropolitan Church to direct the policy of its 
inferiors." (Unquote). 

(3) — Vol. 3, Page 622. (Quote). 

"The fellowship of believers founded on Christ, 
governed only by love and nourished by helpful 
interchange of spiritual gifts, did not vanish from 
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the earth, but has remained as a leaven working in 
all the various legalisms that have arisen — That 
being seen, the rapid growth of Catholicism is easy 
to understand; The conditions are always there, for 
as Sohm says, the natural man is always a Catholic, 
and that does not cease to be true though he calls 
himself a protestant. He still likes material guaran¬ 
tees, and would rather not trust anything to God 
that can be managed by man. The essence of it 
IS that an institution with official rule seems a bet¬ 
ter security than a fellowship with divine gifts." (Un¬ 
quote). 

SUMMARY: 

(1) Once again the sovereignty of the local 
church is fully documented. 

(2) Ignatious seems to be the first man in early 
church history who sought to deprive the local 
churches of their sovereignty. 

(3) There was no official relationship between 
the various churches. 

(4) The Church at Antioch had no intention of 
being overruled by the church at Jerusalem. 

(5) Paul did not regard the Jerusalem Church 
as having any authority over him. 

(6) The natural man is always a Catholic, though 
he calls hfmself a protestant. An institution with 
official rule seems a better security to him than a 
fellowship with divine gifts. 

EXHIBIT F. "EARLY LEADERS AND THE 
SOVEREIGN CHURCH." 

Relative to’the modem Pentecostal Movement 
of which we are a part, one of the basic principles 
upon which it was founded was the sovereignty of 
the local church. In fact, as we have menioned 
before, many of the early pioneers of our faith 
were almost violently opposed to anything that 
would infringe on local church sovereignty. That is 
why that for years after the birth of the 20th 
Century Pentecostal Movement at Topeka, Kansas, 
a majority of the ministers were fearful of any form 
of Cnurcn Organization. 

Pentecostal Historian John Thomas Nickol, in his 
informative work entitled "PENTECOSTAIISM" 
states that when the announcement went forth 
to organize the Assemblies of God, the plan was 
attacked in scores of sermons and editorials as 
Anti-scriptural and Anti-Pentecostal. Nickol states 
that many ministers could not understand how a 
local church could possibly unite with a national 
organization and not lose its sovereignty and spirit¬ 
ual liberty. 

Charles Fox Parham, the father of the 20th 
Century Pentecostal Movement, states in his boclc, 
"A VOICE CRYING IN THE WILDERNESS" Pg. 
67 — "We do not believe the Bible to teach or 
that God ever intended Christians to be taxed for 
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the support of salaried preachers or the building of 
any religious society.** 

Parham advocated a simple Congregationalism, 
in which individual churches were administered by 
local Pastors and answerable to no central authority, 
apparently, as Nicicol states, not even his. In a letter 
to W. J. Seymour, who headed the great Aiusa 
Street Revival in Los Angeles, he wrote, **l have no 
desire to assert my authority, for I have none to 
assert over the people of God.** 

EXHIBIT G. "THE ASSEMBLIES OF GOD AND 
THE SOVEREIGN CHURCH.'* 

When the Assemblies of God (Of which the 
Oneness Movement is an offshoot) was organized in 
December, 1913 by Howard A. Goss, E. N. Bell 
and others, included in their first Constitutional 
Declaration was the following passage: "We recog¬ 
nize ourselves as a General Council of Pentecostal 
Saints — whose purpose is neither to legisate laws 
of government, nor usurp authority over said various 
assemblies of God, nor deprive them of their 
scriptural and local rights and privileges." 

John Thomas Nickol states that a very simple 
polity was adopted at the first conference of the 
Assemblies of God; That pledges were given that 
the rights and privileges and sovereignty of each 
local church would not be violated. 

"Winehouse, another Pentecostal historian, in his 
book entitled "THE ASSEMBLIES OF GOD" also 
comments on this first conference and also the 
polity of the Assemblies of God for the first few 
^ears. "Its Congregationalism," he states, "is most 
evident on the local church level, where each church 
is an autonomous unit. It selects its own Pastor, 
decides if it wants to support the national policies 
and so forth. The purpose of the General Council 
is not to usurp authority over the various .local 
assemblies, nor to deprive them of their scriptural 
and local rights and privileges.** 

Seemingly though, the plans and purposes of the 
early founding fathers of the Assemblies of God 
have not been carried out. Nickol states that today 
not a few constituents ask, "IS THE SIMPLE FEL¬ 
LOWSHIP WHICH THE FOUNDERS ENVISION- 
ED BEING OVER-COME BY ECCLESIASTICAL 
CENTRALIZATION? IS COOPERATION BEING 
EXCHANGED FOR COERCION?" 

EXHIBIT H. *THE UNITED PENTECOSTAL 
CHURCH AND LOCAL CHURCH SOVER- 
EIGHTY." 

Historian John Thomas Nickol could certainly be 
considerd unbiased. There would be no purpose In 
him being otherwise. In his historical work entitled 
"PENTECOSTALISM" he writes on Page MB — 


"DESPITE THE FACT THAT THE NEW DENOM- 
INATION (United Pentecostal Church) WAS OR¬ 
GANIZED IN ACCORD WITH A CONGREGA- 
TIONAL FORM OF CHURCH GOVERNMENT 
AND FULLY RECOGNIZED THE SOVEREIGNTY 
OF THE LOCAL CHURCH, A STRONG CEN¬ 
TRAL ADMINISTRATION DEVELOPED." 

EXHIBIT I. "THE DOCTRINE OF THE SOVER¬ 
EIGN CHURCH IS NOT ANTI-ORGANIZA¬ 
TIONAL." 

There are those voices that proclaim that the 
Doctrine of the Sovereign Church is Anti-Organ- 
izational; That the Doctrine of the Sovereign Church 
will destroy Organization; That those who promote 
Sovereign Churches are seeking to split or splinter 
the Movement. SUCH CHARGES ARE RIDICUL¬ 
OUS; And those who make them are seeking to 
muddy theological waters rather than answer an 
issue on which they know they do not have a single 
leg to stand. How can a dodrine and a practice on 
which an organization was founded in the beginning 
be Anti-Organizatipnal? If the Manual of a Reli¬ 
gious Organization leaves the entire question of 
Church Sovereignty up to the local assembly as the 
United Pentecostal Manual has done, then how 
under God's pretty blue heaven can any man say 
that it is Anti-Organizational? Furthermore no 
prosecuting Attorney in the state of Texas of any 
other state could study the U. P. C. Manual and 
then charge a person with writing or speaking 
against the Manual when he advocates Local Church 
Sovereignty. 

The whole matter should be quite clear to the 
discerning reader. There are those who would de¬ 
light in making it an act of disloyalty to speak or 
write in favor of the Sovereign Church. It seems 
that they would like nothing better than to see 
local assemblies tightly bound in Ecclesiastical bond¬ 
age. Then both the churches and the ministry could 
be manipulated as pawns in a game of religious 
chess. But before they are successful there will have 
to be some changes made — both in the Manual 
as well as in the thinking of an aroused and awak¬ 
ening ministry. 

To further show the absurdity of the charge that 
the Doctrine of the Sovereign Church is Anti- 
Organizational, what of that vast number of 
churches scattered throughout our fellowship that 
have retained complete local church sovereignty 
and yet enjoy full fellowship with the United Pente¬ 
costal Church? The state of Indiana is a good ex¬ 
ample — out of 94 churches listed in the directory, 
67 of these churches are fully sovereign. Indian¬ 
apolis has been considered a Pentecostal strong¬ 
hold since the days of G. T. Haywood, yet every 
single church listed for the cHy of Indianapolis Is 
sovereign. Perhaps we should admit that when it 



apostolic standard 

comes to the question of the Sovereign Church, 
our brethren in the north have been much wiser 
than we here in the southland. 

Therefore Ladies and Gentlemen it simply boils 
down to this — SHALL WE CONTEND FOR 

truth or accept error, shall we hold 
fast to apostolic foundations, or 
shall we embrace the leaven of roman 

CATHOLICISM? Do we still believe and contend 
for Ephesians 2:20 — "That we are built upon the 
foundation of the Apostles and Prophets, Jesus 
Christ Himself being the Chief Comer Stone"? Do 
we believe I Cor. 3:11 — "That other foundation 
can no man lay than that is laid?" And I Cor. 3:10 
— "Let every man take heed how he buildeth there 
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The final court of appeal for every doctrine or 
practice is, "Is it Apostolic?" "Did the Apostles In¬ 
clude it in the foundation of the Church or was it 
a later development?" Sovereign local churches 
alone was the Apostolic pattern. Sovereign local 
churches alone harmonize both with the scriptures 
as well as early New Testament Church history. 

Most all of our Jesus Name Pentecostal people 
know that the Council of Nicea in 325 A.D. marked 
the adoption of the Doctrine of the Trinity, and 
the turning away from water Baptism in the Name 
of Jesus Christ to Baptism in the titles — Father, 
Son and Holy Ghost. But how many of our people 
also know that the Council of Nicea marked the 
abandonment of the Sovereign Local Church and 
the official ratification of an Ecclesiastical Confed- 
eratiw where all the churches were merged into 
one. giant body that soon became the Roman 
Catholic Church?- It took the early New Testament 
Church almost 300 years to lose local church 
sovereignty — HOW LONG IS IT GOING TO 
TAKE US?? 

In conclusion, as we have mntioned earlier, the 
fact of local church sovereignty can be docu¬ 
mented beyond question. Permit me to say also that 
the loss of local church sovereignty by the New 
Testament Church can also be traced and docu¬ 
mented step by dismal step. Truth is truth and 
history is history, and all reputable Church Histories 
and Religious Encyclopedias will tell the same story. 
For any our readers who have the time or in¬ 
terest or inclination to do so, here are some of the 
subjects from which one can glean a remarkable 
amount of even startling information. (I) — Church 
Organization (2) — Polity (3) — Episcopacy (4) 

— Synods and Councils (5) — Creeds (6) _ 

Papacy. 

,"THE NEW SCHAFF-HERZOG ENCYCLO¬ 
PEDIA OF RELIGIOUS KNOWLEDGE" traces step 
by step the loss of Local Sovereignty. I call your 
attention to the subject of "SYNODS AND 
COUNCILS" Vol. 3, Page 279 (Quote). 


"---Pag# Nino 

**ln the ecclesiastical sense, "Councils or Synods," 
are assemblies of Representatives of the church 
for the discussion and decision of questions of 
faith, points of discipline and morals. The gathering 
of the Apostles mentioned in Acts 15 may be pas¬ 
sed over as having no connection with the later 
developments." 

The earliest Synods deserving mention are those 
held in Asia Minor in reference to the Mont^nist 
question — took place probably between 160 and 
175 A.D." 

(Page 280) Quote. "The Synods of the second 
century were loosely organized; they came to¬ 
gether when a question happened to need decision, 
and represented no determinate group of churches; 
they had no ex-officio members (Or members by 
virtue of an office) and (note please) NO AU¬ 
THORITY WHICH COULD INTERFERE WITH 
LOCAL INDEPENDENCE. By degrees, however, 
the logical consequences of the Monarchial Epis¬ 
copate and the theory of Apostolic Succession 
followed; In the third Century the Bishops primarily 
constituted the Synods." 

(Page 280) (Quote). "In harmony with this devel¬ 
opment was the general conception of Synodical 
Authority. The Bishops as successors of the Apostles 
were officially endued with the Holy Ghost." (Note 
the message of Acts 2:4 and 2:38 had been lost) — 
"The decision of a Synod is equivolent to a Divine 
sentence." (Note the air of infallibility taken on). 

"The next step was to make synods ordinary In¬ 
stitutions of the church. Extra-ordinary ones con¬ 
tinued to be held, but they were additional tp the 
regular ones." 

"Annual meetings soon became the rule, as can 
be evidenced in Cappadocia as early as the middle 
of the third Century." 

"The Institution became legally established bv 
the First Council of Nicea." 

The Provincial Synod became the most import¬ 
ant Organ for the Episcopal Government of the 
Church. The Metropolitan called it and presided 
over it. Its competence (Authority and Power) was 
practically unlimited, extending over all questions 
of Faith and Morals, public worship, and the dis- 
cipline and organization of the church." Unquote). 

Rather than be misunderstood or have my words 
mis-construed I shall leave with one exception the 
summarazing of these quotations for the reader, 
"Up until the years 160 to 175 A.D. (almost a 
hundred years after the death of the last Apostle) 
the local churches enjoyed complete local sover¬ 
eignty. But beginning with the third Century they 
rapidly and completely turned away from their^ 
Autonomous, Sovereign status. 



